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1 . This action is responsive to the amendment and remarks filed on January 1 8, 2007. 

2. Claims 1, 3-9, 1 1, 13-20 and 31-32 are presented for examination and claims 2, 10 and 12 
are canceled. 

3. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 1/18/07 has been entered. 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. code not included in this office action can be 
found in a prior office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC J 01 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent 
therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 



6. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because "A system" comprising means (i.e., 
software) does not include any functional structure of a system (i.e., apparatus). An system 
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comprising means (i.e., software) is considered as program per se, which is not one of the 
categories of statutory subject matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC 103 

7. Claims 1, 3-5, 9, 1 1 and 13-15 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Touboul, U.S. Patent 6,125,390 (hereinafter Touboul) and Jacobs, U.S. Patent 5,761,502 
(hereinafter Jacobs) in view of Dev et al, U.S. Patent 6,049,828 (hereinafter Dev). 

8. Touboul, Dev, and Jacobs were cited in the last office action. 

9. As per claims 1 , 9 and 1 1 , Touboul taught the invention substantially as claimed for 
reporting the context of an alert condition, comprising: 

reporting an alert condition associated with a subject system object (col. 8, lines 10-12; 
col. 6, lines 54-61); 

analyzing the system objects associated with the alert condition to obtain context data 
(col. 5, lines 7-10; col. 4, lines 39-44; col. 7, lines 40-49); 

generating a context message based on the context data (col. 5, lines 7-10; col. 7, lines 
40-49); and 

outputting the context message (col. 8, lines 31-34; col. 14, lines 6-7, 20-23). 
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1 0. Touboul did not teach receiving, in response to the reporting of the alert condition, a 
user-generated dialogue request requesting context data. Dev taught receiving, in response to the 
reporting of the alert condition, a user-generated dialogue request requesting context data for the 
subject system object (col. 8, lines 31-37; col. 15, lines 12-29); and the context message 
responsive to the user-generated request dialogue (col. 8, lines 31-37; col. 15, lines 12-29). 
(dialogue request is interpreted as a user input requesting a machine response that form a 
"conversation") 

11. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Touboul and Dev because Dev's teaching of a 
user-generated dialogue request would make it easier for user in Toubours system to request 
more information regarding an alarm condition. 

12. Touboul and Dev do not teach context data for relevant system objects known to be 
associated with the subject system object and accessing a database to identify a group of system 
objects known to be associated with one another. Jacobs taught context data for the subject 
system object and one or more relevant system object known to be associated with the subject 
system object (col. 9, lines 48-54; col. 14, lines 46-52; fig. 6); accessing a database to identify a 
group of system objects known to be associated with one another (col. 8, lines 5-7; col. 9, lines 
9-14, 24-37; col. 14, lines 1 1-19); and identifying, from the group of system objects, a relevant 
system object that is known to be associated with the subject system object (col. 9, lines 48-54; 
col. 13, lines 8-63; col. 14, lines 38-53). 
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13. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Touboul, Dev and Jacobs because Jacobs's 
teaching of accessing a database to identify a group of system object known to be associated with 
one another would increase the alertness of network management personnel in their systems by 
providing a view of the current state of the network that correlates related network events (col 2, 
lines 29-65). 

14. As per claims 3 and 13, Touboul, Dev and Jacobs taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 and 1 1 above. Touboul further taught wherein the analyzing includes 
determining properties of the subject system object (col. 7, lines 40-49). 

15. As per claims 4 and 14, Touboul, Dev and Jacobs taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 and 1 1 above. Touboul further taught wherein analyzing includes 
determining a physical location of a component represented by the subject system object (col. 4, 
lines 39-44). 

16. As per claims 5 and 15, Touboul, Dev and Jacobs taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 and 1 1 above. Jacobs further taught wherein analyzing includes determining 
a logical relationship of a component represented by the subject system object to a component 
represented by the relevant system object (col. 13, lines 8-63; col. 14, lines 38-52). 
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17. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Touboul, Dev and Jacobs for the same reason set forth in 
claim 1 above. 

18. Claims 6 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Touboul, 
Dev and Jacobs in view of Cox, U.S. Patent 6,01 1,838 (hereinafter Cox). 

19. Cox was cited in the last office action. 

20. As per claims 6 and 16, Touboul, Dev and Jacobs taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 and 1 1 above. Touboul, Dev and Jacobs did not teach determining a traffic 
load associated with the subject system object. Cox taught determining a traffic load associated 
with a system object (col. 3, lines 30-50). 

21 . It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Touboul, Dev, Jacobs and Cox because Cox's teaching of 
determining a traffic load would increase the efficiency of ToubouPs, Dev's and Jacobs's 
systems by minimize the amount of failure cause by overloading a system object (col. 1, lines 
11-15). 

22. Claims 7 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Touboul, 
Dev and Jacobs in view of Grace, U.S. Patent 5,748,098 (hereinafter Grace). 
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23. Grace was cited in the last office action. 

24. As per claims 7 and 17, Touboul, Dev and Jacobs taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 and 1 1 above. Touboul, Dev and Jacobs did not explicit teach a component 
that is dependent on a component represented by the subject system object. Grace taught 
wherein the relevant system object representing a component that is dependent on a component 
represented by the subject system object (col. 1, lines 40-56; col. 3, lines 5-15). 

25. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Touboul, Dev, Jacobs and Grace because Grace's teaching 
of relevant system object representing a component that is dependent on a component 
represented by the subject system object would increase efficiency of ToubouPs, Dev's and 
Jacobs' s systems by avoiding time wasted on investigating the sources of all the alert condition 
associated with dependent resources (col. 1, lines 40-56). 

26. Claims 8 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Touboul, 
Dev and Jacobs in view of Nishida, U.S. Patent 5,440,688 (hereinafter Nishida). 



27. 



Nishida was cited in the last office action. 
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28. As per claims 8 and 18, Touboul, Dev and Jacobs taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 and 1 8 above. Touboul, Dev and Jacobs did not teach wherein generating 
includes replacing quantifiable context data with a qualitative identifier. Nishida taught a similar 
invention wherein generating includes replacing quantifiable context data with a qualitative 
identifier (col. 3, lines 29-40). 

29. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Touboul, Dev, Jacobs and Nishida because Nishida' s 
teaching of replacing quantifiable context data with a qualitative identifier would increase the 
user alertness in Toubours, Dev's and Jacobs's systems by allowing alarm with critical level 
being at the highest in the range of emergencies demanding immediate attention by the network 
management personnel (col. 3, lines 36-38). 

30. Claims 19-20 and 31-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Touboul, Dev and Jacobs in view of Fanshier et al, U.S. Patent 5,933,601 (hereinafter Fanshier). 

3 1 . Fanshier was cited in the last office action 

32. As per claims 19 and 31, Touboul, Dev and Jacobs taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 and 1 1 above. Touboul, Dev and Jacobs did not specifically detailing the 
relevant system object represents a sub-component of the subject system object. Fanshier taught 
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wherein the relevant system object represents a component that is a sub-component of a 
component represented by the subject system (fig. 3; col. 5, lines 15-41). 

33. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Touboul, Dev, Jacobs and Fanshier because Fanshier's 
teaching of the relevant system object represents a component that is a sub-component of a 
component represented by the subject system would increase the alertness of Touboul's, Dev's 
and Jacobs's systems by providing the relationship of components using an object-based 
presentation of components executed by each of the nodes within a network in a hierarchy form 
(col. 1, lines 36-44). 

34. As per claims 20 and 32, Touboul, Dev and Jacobs taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 and 1 1 above. Touboul, Dev and Jacobs did not specifically detailing the 
relevant system object represents a grouping with the subject system object. Fanshier taught 
wherein the relevant system object represents a component that is in a grouping with a 
component represented by the subject system object (fig. 3; col. 5, lines 15-41). 

35. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Touboul, Dev, Jacobs and Fanshier because Fanshier's 
teaching of the relevant system object represents a component that is in a grouping with a 
component represented by the subject system object would increase the alertness of Touboul's, 
Dev's and Jacobs's systems by providing the relationship of components using an object-based 
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presentation of components executed by each of the nodes within a network in a hierarchy form 
(col. 1, lines 36-44). 

36. Applicant's arguments filed 1/18/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

37. In the remarks, applicant argued that: 

(1) Touboul-Jacobs-Dev combination does not teach "receiving, in 
response to the reporting of the alert condition, a user-generated dialogue 
request requesting context data for the subject system object and one or 
more relevant system objects known to be associated with the subject 
system object" 

(2) No motivation, either in the cited references or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to make the proposed combination of Touboul, Jacobs and Dev. 

(3) The Touboul and Jacobs references are non-analogous. 

(4) No motivation, either in the cited references or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to make the proposed combination of Touboul, Jacobs and Cox. 

(5) The combination of Touboul, Jacobs and Cox is improper because 
the references are non-analogous. 
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38. In response to point (1), Dev teaches receiving, in response to the reporting of the alert 
condition, a user-generated dialogue request requesting context data for the subject system object 
(col 8, lines 31-37; col. 15, lines 12-29) (dialogue request is interpreted as a user input 
requesting a machine response that form a "conversation"). Dev teaches the limitation as 
claimed except context data for one or more relevant system objects known to be associated with 
the subject system object. Jacobs teaches context data for subject system object and one or more 
relevant system objects known to be associated with the subject system object (col. 9, lines 48- 
54; col. 14, lines 46-52; fig. 6). Evidently, the combination of Touboul-Jacobs-Dev combination 
does teach "receiving, in response to the reporting of the alert condition, a user-generated 
dialogue request requesting context data for the subject system object and one or more relevant 
system objects known to be associated with the subject system object". 

39. In response to point (2), in the office action mailed on 1 1/27/06, page 3, paragraph 8 and 
page 4, paragraph 10, motivations for combining the references of Touboul, Jacobs and Dev 
were provided. The cited paragraphs of the office action states: "It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to combine the 
teachings of Touboul and Jacobs because Jacobs's teaching of accessing a database to identify a 
group of system object known to be associated with one another would increase the alertness of 
network management personnel by providing a view of the current state of the network that 
correlates related network events (col.2, lines 29-65)." "It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
Touboul, Jacobs, and Dev because DeVs teaching of a user-generated dialogue request would 
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make it easier for user in Touboul's and Jacobs' systems to request more information regarding 
an alarm condition." 

40. The examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or 
modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, Jacobs' s system provides management personnel with an integrated view of 
the current state of the network, that correlates related network events, and that recommends 
corrective action (col. 2, lines 29-65). Thus, one of ordinary skill in the art knows the 
management personnel's readiness to respond would increase with views of the current state of 
changes in a network, increasing the alertness of management personnel in the system. In 
addition, Dev's system provide user with more information regarding an alert message simply by 
pressing an appropriate button on the window display, thus making it easier for user to request 
information on the alarm condition. 

41 . In response to point (3), applicant's argument that Jacobs is nonanalogous art, it has been 
held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be 
reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant was concerned, in order 
to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 

F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, both Touboul and Jacobs are 
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directed to the same field, monitoring and reporting events in a network (see Touboul, col. 2, 
lines 26-29; see Jacobs, col. 5, lines 10-18; col. 9, lines 6-23). 

42. In response to point (4), motivation for combining Touboul and Jacobs is stated in 
response to point (2) above. In addition, in the office action mailed on 1 1/27/06, page 5, 
paragraph 18, motivation for combining the references of Touboul, Jacobs and Cox was 
provided. "It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Touboul, Jacobs and Cox because Cox's teaching of 
determining a traffic load would increase the efficiency of Touboul's and Jacobs's systems by 
minimize the amount of failure cause by overloading a system object (col. 1, lines 11-15). 

43. The examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or 
modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 
In this case, one of ordinary skill in the art would know that overloading of a system object can 
be avoided by determining a traffic load associated with the system object. Accordingly, system 
failure caused by overloading is avoid, increasing the efficiency of the system. 

44. In response to point (5), applicant's argument that Jacobs is nonanalogous art, it has been 
held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be 
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reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant was concerned, in order 
to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 
F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Cox's system pertinent to the 
problem of reporting the traffic load of a network condition which is a problem that the applicant 
was concerned (i.e. reporting of context of a condition). 

45. A shortened statutory period for reply to this Office action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. Any inquiry concerning this communication or 
earlier communications from the examiner should be directed to Philip C Lee whose telephone 
number is (571)272-3967. The examiner can normally be reached on 8 AM TO 5:30 PM 
Monday to Thursday and every other Friday. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on (571) 272- 
3913. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained 
from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions 
on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9197 (toll-free). 



P.L. 




